This study introduces the concept of strategic sequences to police interviews and concentrates on the impact of active listening behavior and rational arguments. To test the authors' central assumption that the effectiveness of strategic sequences is dependent on cultural fit (i.e., the match with the cultural background of suspects), young people participated in virtual police interviews. Study 1 demonstrated that contrast sequences accentuating rational rather than relational behavior were found to be effective in eliciting information and admissions from suspects originating from cultures that tend to use more direct and content-oriented communication (i.e., low-context cultures), whereas for suspects from cultures that use more indirect and context-oriented communication (i.e., high-context cultures) a nonsignificant trend in reversed order was found. Study 2 added the investigation of the joint impact of active listening and rational arguments. In line with predictions, the results showed that an active listening-rational arguments sequence is most effective when active listening behavior precedesrather than follows-rational arguments.
A great deal of empirical and theoretical attention has been focused on police officers' skills and their effectiveness for interviewing suspects (Beune, Giebels, & Sanders, 2009; Beune, Giebels, & Taylor, 2010; Bull & Soukara, 2010; Kassin et al., 2007; King & Snook, 2009; Leo, 1996; Milne & Bull, 1999; Snook, Eastwood, Stinson, Tedeschini, & House, 2010) . Although police practices may differ across nations-that is, the Reid model of interrogation is mostly practiced in North America, whereas an investigative interviewing approach is advocated in most European countries and some parts of Canada (King & Snook, 2009 )-there is one important feature that scholars clearly agree on: Police officers generally use a variety of different tactics in one interview (also see Vrij, Mann, & Fisher, 2006) .
It is interesting, though, that the effectiveness of combined interview tactics on suspects has never been tested. This seems a missed opportunity since there is growing evidence in related areas of research suggesting that interpersonal communication is most effective when two behaviors are combined rather than when one behavior is used exclusively (Brodt & Tuchinsky, 2000; Falbe & Yukl, 1992; Hilty & Carnevale, 1993; Olekalns & Smith, 2000 Olekalns & Weingart, 2008; Rafaeli & Sutton, 1991) . For instance, the combined communication of two distinct emotions (i.e., happiness combined with anger) by negotiators has been found to increase integrative, cooperative behavior of their opponent (Pietroni, Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Pagliaro, 2008) . Similarly, Lindskold and Bennett (1973) showed that negotiators in a prisoner's dilemma game evaluated their negotiation partner more favorably when this partner used a mixture of threats and promises rather than a promise alone. In addition, work on organizational conflict resolution has demonstrated that the combination of problem solving and forcing behavior is particularly powerful in enhancing substantive and relational organizational outcomes (Van de Vliert, Nauta, Giebels, & Janssen, 1999) .
Arguably these interactive or synergetic effects of jointly presented interview techniques may also have important implications for the police interviewing domain. The present article examines how different combinations of behaviors may affect interview effectiveness, depending on the context in which these strategic sequences are presented. More specifically, this research asks whether suspects from high-context cultures (defined as cultures in which communication tends to be more indirect and relationship oriented) will be more responsive to sequences accentuating a relational component, whereas suspects from lowcontext cultures (defined as cultures in which communication is more direct and content oriented) will be more responsive to sequences accentuating a rational component (Adair & Brett, 2004) . As such, we test the role of cultural fit, a moderator that may qualify the impact of strategic sequences on police interview outcomes. In doing so, we elaborate on existing theory and research on intercultural communication of police strategies in suspect interviews (e.g., Beune et al., 2009; Beune et al., 2010; King & Snook, 2009; Snook et al., 2010; Soukara, Bull, Vrij, Turner, & Cherryman, 2009 ).
STRATEGIC SEQUENCES
Police interviews are mixed motive in nature: On one hand, police officers need to address certain points to build their case (Baldwin, 1993; Brodt & Tuchinsky, 2000) , whereas on the other hand, suspects' cooperation is required to enable future interaction (Bull & Milne, 2004; Shepherd, 1993; Viki, Culmer, Eller, & Abrams, 2006) . This suggests that different constellations of behaviors might be needed to attend to these different needs. We define such a particular constellation of behaviors as a strategic sequence; that is, a set of behaviors that are aggregated into a sequential manifestation of components of influencing behavior (Van de Vliert, 1997) . One particular sequence that is widely associated with police interviews is the good cop-bad cop technique (Kamisar, 1980; Rafaeli & Sutton, 1991) . This strategy is a sequential process involving one or two people enacting different roles: one being particularly firm (bad cop) followed by the other being kind and warm (good cop; Brodt & Tuchinsky, 2000) . These roles are found to be effective when enacted by either two different persons or a single one (Rafaeli & Sutton, 1991 ; also see Pietroni et al., 2008) . For example, Rafaeli and Sutton (1991) found that bill collectors and Israeli police investigators identified the combination of the two behaviors (firm followed by friendly) as highly effective in bringing about compliance from targets. Moreover, Hilty and Carnevale (1993) found that relational contrast sequences (i.e., sequences in which firm and friendly, relational behaviors are combined) starting with firm behavior were more efficient in reducing distance and reaching agreement in negotiations than any other combination of firm and friendly behavior. They explained this apparent success in terms of perceptual contrast; that is, perceptions of behaviors are relative, and by providing a meaningful context, one behavior serves as the contextual reference point against which the other behavior is evaluated (Bazerman, 1990; Eiser, 1990; Pietroni et al., 2008 Pietroni et al., , p. 1452 . For example, friendly behavior may appear friendlier when juxtaposed to firm behavior than when presented alone (Hilty & Carnevale, 1993; Rafaeli & Sutton, 1991) .
Research and theorizing on contrast sequences have been particularly focused on the relational dimension (i.e., contrasting firm, intimidating behavior with friendly behavior; also see Pietroni et al., 2008) while ignoring a more content-oriented dimension. Hilty and Carnevale (1993) posit that whenever a new strategy is presented, this may increase the interaction's effectiveness. For example, their results indicate that when initial firm behavior was followed by concession-making behavior, subjects were likely to reciprocate concessions that were made. Because concession-making behavior aims at settlement through discussion of the substantive issues at hand (Van de Vliert, 1997) , this seems to be suggestive of a more rational rather than relational perceptual process. In other words, firm behavior followed by rational arguments could be defined as a rational contrast sequence.
Differentiating between relational and rational contrast sequences would be in line with Epstein's work on information processing (e.g., Epstein, 1990 Epstein, , 1991 Epstein, Pacini, Denes-Raj, & Heier, 1996) . According to cognitive-experiential self-theory people process information by two parallel, interactive systems: a rational system and an experiential system. The rational system is primarily content oriented and operates at the analytic level, whereas the experiential system is assumed to be more holistic in nature and context oriented (Epstein et al., 1996) . People tend to have an individual preference for relying on one system, which is generally based on the cultural values they represent (Choi & Nisbett, 2000; Nisbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenzayan, 2001 ). More specifically, cultural values underlying low-context communication cultures are particularly in line with the rational system, whereas cultural preferences underlying high-context communication cultures correspond primarily with the experiential system (Hall, 1976) . Given that people may pay particular attention to behaviors corresponding with their cultural preferences, behaviors that fit with these preferences may potentially be more effective.
CULTURAL FIT
Police-civilian interactions increasingly take place in a cross-cultural context as more and more suspects have cultural backgrounds different from the culture in which they reside (e.g., Beune et al., 2009; Giebels & Taylor, 2009; Viki et al., 2006) . Culture can be defined as a society's characteristic profile with respect to values, norms, behaviors, and institutions (Lytle, Brett, Barsness, Tinsley, & Janssens, 1995) as well as communication preferences (Hall, 1976; Holtgraves, 1997; Triandis & Suh, 2002) . As communication lies at the heart of social interaction (Holtgraves, 1997) , examining police interviews from a cultural perspective is appropriate because culture affects the way people communicate (Adair, 2003) . In his theoretical framework, Hall (1976) argued that people differ fundamentally in what he labeled low-context and high-context communication. Low-context communication involves the use of explicit and direct messages in which meanings are principally contained in the transmitted messages. By contrast, in high-context cultures, people rely on the context of a message to convey meaning (also see Holtgraves, 1997) . These manifestations are the result of context-specific preferences for communication outcomes: facts, saving face, and harmonious interpersonal relationships (Victor, 1992) . Because low-context cultures usually strongly value facts and factual information, communication is presented in a direct way, focusing on the content of a message (Dozier, Husted, & McMahon, 1998) . High-context cultures, on the other hand, generally have strong notions of face saving (Ting-Toomey, 1988; Tse, Lee, Vertinsky, & Wehrung, 1988) and maintaining harmonious relationships (Dozier et al., 1998; Kim, Pan, & Park, 1998) . As a consequence, communication in high-context cultures is usually more indirect and roundabout (Adair, Okumura, & Brett, 2001; Hall, 1976; Kim et al., 1998) . Generally, lowcontext communication is predominantly found in more Western, individualistic cultures, whereas high-context communication is found to be predominant in non-Western, more collectivistic cultures (Adair, 2003; Adair & Brett, 2005; Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1988; Hofstede, 2001; Triandis & Suh, 2002) .
Examining strategic sequences in the context of culture may offer an avenue for further sophistication of investigative interviewing since evidence is growing that the effectiveness of verbal behavior is culture specific (Fu & Yukl, 2000) . Indeed, a number of scholars have argued and found that the effectiveness of strategic (sequential) behavior varies across cultures in situations in which two parties are mutually dependent (Adair & Brett, 2005; Giebels & Taylor, 2009 ). For instance, not only do people from low-context cultures prefer direct and content-oriented communication, but also strategies that are responsive to these preferences seem to be more effective in influencing their behavior. Evidence supporting this idea comes from Giebels and Taylor (2009) , who found that when low-context crisis negotiators interacted with low-context perpetrators, rational arguments were more central and effective compared to negotiations with high-context perpetrators. Further evidence comes from a study by Beune et al. (2009) , who showed that the number of admissions was positively related to the use of rational arguments by the police officer only for mock theft suspects originating from low-context cultures, not high-context cultures. The reason for the success of rational arguments may be that logic and deductive thinking are generally highly valued in low-context cultures (Gelfand & Dyer, 2000) , and behaviors that make use of this way of thinking are rewarded (Giebels & Taylor, 2009 ). For high-context cultures, on the other hand, relationship-oriented behavior has been found to be particularly effective (Beune et al., 2009 ). This may be explained by the notion that in high-context cultures, people tend to think of interdependency as a relationship-oriented process, preferring affective, relational strategies rather than rational strategies (Adair & Brett, 2004) . That is, as they place a strong emphasis on social harmony (Hall, 1976) and avoiding direct confrontation (Holtgraves, 1997) , relationship-oriented behavior may be effective because of its appeal to these values (also see Dozier et al., 1998; Victor, 1992) . Finally, research suggests that these cultural communication preferences are also reflected in how people process and interpret the information they receive. More specifically, Westerners are found to be more analytic, using formal logic to understand behavior, whereas non-Westerners tend to be holistic, attending to the relationship and the context in which events occur (Nisbett et al., 2001) .
The core argument underlying the current research is that the effectiveness of strategic sequences is expected to be dependent on the cultural communication preference of suspects.
We predict strategic sequences that accentuate a relational component will fit best with the communication preferences of high-context culture suspects, whereas strategic sequences highlighting a rational component will fit best with suspects from low-context cultures. More specifically, we posit that a relational contrast will be more effective than a rational contrast for suspects from high-context cultures, whereas for suspects from low-context cultures, a rational contrast is expected to be more effective than a relational contrast (Hypothesis 1). This assumption was tested in a first empirical study.
STUDY 1 METHOD
To test our hypotheses, we developed the following research paradigm. Participants were told that they were about to participate in an innovative police project called "the police interview of the future." The objective of this project was "to develop ways of virtual interviewing," that is, ways of interviewing suspects via a computer-supported video chat session. Participants were asked to enter a live video chat session with a police officer. In fact, this chat was simulated, and all participants were responding to a preprogrammed computer program. All responses were recorded, and participants filled out a questionnaire afterward pertaining to their perceptions relating to the credibility of the police officers.
Participants and Design
Participants in this study were 52 students (27 from low-context cultures and 25 from high-context cultures, 79% male, average age = 17.9 years) in lower vocational training. They were invited to participate for the possibility to win an iPod. Participants were assigned to experimental conditions on a random basis. The experiment was conducted at different school locations under similar circumstances by one female experimenter.
The design was a 2 × 2 factorial design with strategic sequence (relational contrast vs. rational contrast) and participants' cultural background (high-context vs. low-context) as between-subjects factors. Information about the participants' cultural background is reported in the results section. Based on previous research, we included three dependent variables that are suggested to reflect interview effectiveness well: willingness to provide information, actual information provision, and admissions (Beune et al., 2009; Beune et al., 2010) .
Procedure
On arrival at the classroom, participants were positioned (three at a time) in different corners of the classroom in such a way that no participant could see any other participant. They were told not to communicate with each other during the session. The experimenter was physically present throughout all experiments; however, she remained distant so as not to compromise any of the participants' privacy. Each set of participants received standardized oral instructions from the experimenter in which it was explained that she or he was about to be asked to participate in a live chat session with a police officer from the Dutch Police Academy.
A video depicting a theft was shown to the participants with the instruction to imagine that they were the person committing the theft. The video was filmed from a first-person perspective to facilitate imagination and was modeled after a paradigm used in previous research (Beune et al., 2009) . In this paradigm, participants rob a biologist who asks them to fill out a food habit test. To motivate the participants in the current study, they were told that they could win an iPod depending on how "successful" (i.e., credible) they were. Success was said to be determined by an independent committee on the basis of their written responses and webcam recordings. However, in fact, all participants who completed the experiment were entered into a raffle for two iPods.
The experimenter instructed the participants that the laptop in front of them would provide them with further detailed, step-by-step instructions via video messages. Furthermore, they were informed that their behavior would be recorded on webcam, both to assess their credibility and "for the police officer to be able to see their face during the chat session." It was stressed that all recordings would be strictly confidential and used for research purposes only. From this point forward, the experiment was run individually.
Each chat session began with the same introduction questions, involving-in chronological order-the right to remain silent (i.e., "caution"), consent on the webcam recordings, and some demographic variables (e.g., name, age, place of birth), followed by a strategic sequence each of which contained four questions to which the suspect had to respond. The chat session was designed to be interactive and was programmed to "crash" after the participant had fully responded to our manipulation. In this way, we could assess the direct effects of the strategic sequences. After the crash, all participants filled out a questionnaire. On completion, participants were debriefed and dismissed.
Independent Variables
Strategic sequences: Relational versus rational contrast. We constructed strategic sequences by contrasting either friendly behavior (relational) or rational arguments (rational) with firm (intimidation) behavior. These strategies have previously been suggested to represent relational and rational behavior well (Beune et al., 2009; Beune et al., 2010) . Before the strategic sequences were constructed, our conceptualization of the behaviors was pretested in a pilot study among a student population (N = 58). For each type of behavior (intimidation, friendly behavior, and rational arguments), two sets of communicational statements were developed.
1 Intimidation was represented by, "[Name of participant] I can be very clear about this. We have a number of clues indicating you're involved in this matter. You seem to be guilty to me! What do you have to say about that?" followed by, "Are you lying to me right now? Because if you do, and we'll find out about that, it won't be to your advantage, you know. What do you have to say to that?" Friendly behavior was defined in terms of active listening (cf. Beune et al., 2009 ) and represented by, "I can imagine that you are quite shocked. Therefore it is important for me to hear your side of the story. Please tell me what happened according to you?" followed by, "So if I understood correctly, you came for a food habit test, and during that test the test leader left the room for several minutes? Could you please elaborate on this?" Finally, Rational arguments were represented by, "We have a witness reporting seeing you in front of the closet that contained the money box. How would you explain this?" followed by, "What if we took your fingerprints and compared those to a fingerprint we found on the money box.
How do you think this would work out for you?" By means of a questionnaire presenting the three types of statements in a random order, we asked participants to rate the extent to which they considered each statement intimidating, kind, and rational. A t test revealed that all ratings on the conceptualized constructs (i.e., our operationalization of intimidation, friendly behavior, and rational arguments and whether participants indeed scored these behaviors as such) were significantly higher than ratings on the other behaviors (e.g., the extent to which participants, for instance, rated "intimidation" as friendly behavior), all t(57) > 4.05, p < .001. We then constructed the following strategic sequences: relational contrast (intimidation followed by active listening behavior) and rational contrast (intimidation followed by rational arguments). The computer program randomly assigned all participants to either the relational or the rational contrast condition and automatically recorded their responses.
Cultural background. Previous research has identified low-or high-context communication to be a powerful indicator of cultural background (Adair, 2003; Adair & Brett, 2005; Brett, 2001; Fu & Yukl, 2000; Hall, 1976; Hall & Hall, 1990; Hofstede, 2001) . Therefore, participants were classified as either low-context or high-context based on their country of birth (cf. Beune et al., 2009; Giebels & Taylor, 2009) . To check whether the division we made was valid, we included a 16-item scale in the postchat questionnaire that was recently found to be a valid measure of general differences in low-or high-context communication (Adair, Buchan, & Chen, 2009 ). The scale includes items tapping into sensitivity for indirect communication (e.g., "I am able to recognize others' subtle and indirect messages"), humbleness in communication (e.g., "I am modest when I communicate with others"), and sensitivity for maintaining social harmony (e.g., "I often bend the truth, if it protects the social harmony"; 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; Cronbach's α = .75; M = 4.48, SD = 0.80).
Dependent Variables
To assess the interview's effectiveness, we identified the following outcome measures: willingness to provide information, actual information provision, and admission of the alleged theft.
Willingness to provide information. Willingness to provide information was assessed in the postchat questionnaire with three items: "Due to the police officer . . . I told everything I knew," ". . . I gave a lot of information," ". . . I gave truthful information" (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree).
2 The mean of these items was used to construct a "willingness to provide information" scale (Cronbach's α = .83; M = 4.13, SD = 1.62).
Actual information provision. Using the transcripts of the 52 chat sessions, a trained coder (unaware of the hypotheses) coded the suspects' responses to the contrast sequences in terms of the amount of information provided by suspects (1 = little, 2 = moderate, 3 = full; Beune et al., 2009) . Before coding the 52 chat sessions, two coders were trained on unrelated material. After 30 hours of training on practice material, Cohen's kappa was .71, which we considered sufficient for coding the 52 police interviews. From this point forward, one coder proceeded to code all of the material for actual information provision (M = 1.43, SD = 0.53).
Admissions. Suspect admissions were coded as a dichotomous variable (admission = 1, denial = 0). That is, when suspects admitted committing the crime, this was coded as "admission." Since all suspects were guilty, we could be certain that admissions were truthful. Altogether, 22 admissions were made (42.3%; 14 low-context and 8 high-context participants).
RESULTS

Manipulation Check and Sampling Check
To assess the validity of our research paradigm, we asked participants to rate the credibility of their interaction partner. This perceived credibility of the police officer was assessed in the postchat questionnaire by eight items derived from previous research (Corrigan & Schmidt, 1983 ; also see Ohanian, 1990 ), which we slightly modified to apply to a police interview context (i.e., we replaced "counselor" with "police officer"). These items measured two distinct constructs: expertise and trustworthiness. Participants could indicate to what extent they agreed with the following statements (1 = not very, 7 = very) on expertise: "To what extent did you think the police officer was . . . experienced?" ". . . expert?" ". . . prepared?" ". . . skillful?" The mean values of the items were used to create an expertise scale (Cronbach's α = .86; M = 5.08, SD = 1.31). A similar procedure was followed for trustworthiness, which was measured by the following items: "To what extent did you think the police officer was . . . honest?" ". . . reliable?" ". . . sincere?" and ". . . trustworthy?" (Cronbach's α = .80; M = 4.99, SD = 1.28). These high scores indicate that participants perceived "the police officer" as quite credible. Furthermore, all participants involved in this study reported believing that they were chatting "live" with a police officer. Taken together, these results support the validity of our research paradigm.
All participants who were classified as "low-context" originated from the Netherlands (n = 27). The participants who were classified as "high-context" (n = 25) originated from a variety of non-Western countries that can be typified as high context (see Onkvisit & Shaw, 1993) . These were Afghanistan (n = 1), Armenia (n = 3), Cambodia (n = 1), Congo (n = 1), Indonesia (n = 1), Iran (n = 1), Iraq (n = 1), Morocco (n = 4), Syria (n = 1), Turkey (n = 10), and Yugoslavia (n = 1). An independent samples t test indicated that participants who were typified as high-context scored significantly higher on the high-or low-context culture scale than did participants who were typified as low-context (M hcc = 4.66, SD hcc = 0.75; M lcc = 4.30, SD lcc = 0.81), t(50) = -1.61, p < .05, one-tailed. Hence, our classification of low-context versus high-context cultures can be considered sufficiently adequate.
Test of Hypothesis
We predicted that a relational contrast sequence would be particularly effective for highcontext culture participants compared to a rational contrast sequence, whereas for lowcontext suspects the opposite was expected to be true (Hypothesis 1). A univariate analysis of variance, with strategic sequence and cultural background as between-subjects factors, revealed the predicted interaction effect on willingness to provide information, F(1, 48) = 5.45, p < . 05, η 2 = .10 (see Figure 1) . That is, for high-context culture participants, a relational contrast sequence resulted in a greater willingness to provide information than did a rational contrast sequence (M relational = 4.59, SD = 1.26 vs. M rational = 3.83, SD = 1.93). For low-context suspects, on the other hand, a rational contrast sequence yielded more willingness to provide information than did a relational contrast sequence (M rational = 4.67, SD = 1.43; M relational = 3.38, SD = 1.63). These findings support Hypothesis 1. Simple effect analysis showed that the difference on willingness to provide information was significant for low-context individuals, F(1, 48) = 4.49, p < .05, but not for high-context individuals, F(1, 48) = 1.45, ns. Logistic regression analyses with admissions as the dependent variable and type of culture (dummy coded), type of sequence (dummy coded), and their interaction as predictors yielded the following results (also see Table 1 ). First, the impact of type of culture on admissions proved significant, Wald(1) = 5.11, p = .02. Inspection of the admission rates revealed that 33.3% of the high-context culture participants admitted, whereas 51.9% of low-context culture participants did so. In addition, type of sequence significantly affected admissions, Wald(1) = 4.20, p = .04. More specifically, 36.0% of participants exposed to the relational contrast sequence admitted, compared to 50.0% of participants exposed to the rational contrast sequence. Of more relevance for our theorizing, the analysis also yielded the predicted interaction effect between type of culture and type of sequence, Wald(1), = 4.14, p = .04. In line with our hypothesis, high-context culture participants were more prone to admit after exposure to the relational contrast sequence (41.7%) than to the rational contrast sequence (25.0%). In line with our predictions, this pattern was reversed for low-context culture suspects (relational contrast sequence: 30.8%; rational contrast sequence: 71.4%). Additional chi-square analyses to probe the interaction revealed that the impact of type of sequence was significant for low-context suspects, χ 2 (1) = 4.64, p = .04, but not for high-context culture suspects, χ 2 (1) = 0.75, ns. Although the expected interaction effect was not demonstrated for actual information provision, F(1, 48) = 0.32, ns, our results did reveal a significant main effect of contrast sequence, F(1, 48) = 5.12, p < .05, η 2 = .10. That is, participants provided more information when they were confronted with the relational (M = 1.59, SD = 0.49) rather than the rational (M = 1.27, SD = 0.53) contrast sequence. Taken together, our results partially support Hypothesis 1.
DISCUSSION
Consistent with our hypothesis, the results from Study 1 indicate that suspects are indeed more responsive to strategic sequences when these sequences fit with their cultural background. More specifically, low-context suspects were found to be more willing to provide information and admit in response to a rational contrast sequence compared to a relational contrast sequence. These findings support our proposition that accentuating rational arguments (by contrasting them against intimidation) positively affects low-context suspects' responsiveness to police officers' strategies. Although the reversed pattern for high-context culture participants was also congruent with our reasoning, it was not significant. One explanation for this lack of significance is that both sequences started with intimidation, which can be considered relational behavior in nature (Leary, 1957) . Following Leary's (1957) theory, intimidation could be perceived as behavior communicating information about the position (or dominance) of one person (e.g., a police officer) toward another person (e.g., a suspect). In line with this reasoning, Holmberg and Christianson (2002) found that police officers who adopt a more intimidating interview style are perceived as being more dominant than humane by convicted murderers and sexual offenders. Starting a sequence with a more dominant relational approach may be particularly salient for people with high-context communicational values. That is, people originating from high-context communication cultures also tend to be more sensitive to power distance than people from low-context communication cultures (Hofstede, 2001) . Since research on hostage negotiations shows that a more "tough" approach toward high-context perpetrators may result in a similar tough response (Giebels & Taylor, 2009) , it might be the case that high-context suspects similarly "punish" police officers for their intimidating behavior. This could explain why our results for high-context culture suspects were not significant. This explanation seems to receive some support by our results; although the overall pattern of interaction is congruent with our reasoning, we do find a lower percentage of high-context compared to low-context suspects that are prone to admit.
Another explanation may be that the relational sequence contains two more affective components, whereas the rational sequence contains both an affective and a substantive component. Although Hilty and Carnevale (1993) suggest that any strategy shift may increase the interaction's effectiveness, their results show that strategic contrast sequences are most effective of all (also see Pietroni et al., 2008) . Following this line of reasoning, it could be that a sequence containing two affective components does create less contrast than a sequence containing both an affective and a substantive component. This begs the question of whether a sequence containing affective and substantive elements will yield better results when interviewing high-context culture suspects than a mere relational sequence. Such an approach would also be more in line with the investigative interviewing approach, which is practiced in the United Kingdom and most Western European countries today (Milne & Bull, 1999) . That is, the dominant view in investigative interviewing research is that accusatory behavior, such as intimidation, is considered inappropriate (Walton, 2003) . Therefore, we conducted a second empirical study in which the joint impact of active listening behavior and rational arguments was tested.
INTRODUCTION
The purpose of investigative interviewing is to obtain evidence through correct and reliable information from suspects (Milne & Bull, 1999) . To achieve this, interview strategies usually center on the employment of active listening skills (Bull & Cherryman, 1996) . Although active listening behavior primarily aims at information gathering, it also serves a more relationship building purpose (Beune et al., 2009) . That is, by showing interest in the story of a suspect and by paying attention to him or her personally, a police officer may appear friendly and helpful. Consequently, the suspect may feel understood and comfortable (Holmberg & Christianson, 2002) . In support of this reasoning, research indeed confirms that active listening behavior is effective in stimulating both the information suspects provide and their perceived relationship with a police officer (Beune et al., 2009) .
Notwithstanding the importance of this strategy, most police interviews take place in the context of proof. That is, police officers usually need to address their evidence to solve their case (Baldwin, 1993; Walton, 2003) . This suggests that the mere use of active listening behavior is necessary but not sufficient to gather all information needed to solve a case (Vrij et al., 2006) . Support for this assumption is found in recent research on the strategic disclosure of evidence (Hartwig, 2006; Hartwig, Granhag, Strömwall, & Kronkvist, 2006; Hartwig, Granhag, Strömwall, & Vrij, 2005) . Hartwig and colleagues present mounting evidence that veracity assessment is most effective when police officers are trained not to disclose all the evidence to the suspect beforehand. One reason for this is that the freely recalled statements of guilty suspects are more likely to contradict pieces of evidence or known facts than the freely recalled statements of innocent suspects (also see Hartwig, Granhag, & Strömwall, 2007 ). An important way to address this evidence is by referring to rational arguments (Walton, 2003) . For example, suspects may be challenged to give explanations for seemingly illogical actions or statements (e.g., "You said you went shopping, but aren't the shops closed at 11 p.m.?"; Beune et al., 2010) . The latter implies that, to be able to effectively identify certain contradictions, it is important to gather information (generally through the use of active listening behavior) before disclosing any evidence. In other words, it implies that effective interviewing is the result of applying the correct sequential process; that is, the behaviors appear to be most effective when active listening behavior precedes rather than follows rational arguments.
Initiating a sequence with active listening behavior may have another beneficial effect on police interview outcomes. That is, good quality contact between the police and a suspect is often a prerequisite for further cooperation (Viki et al., 2006) . Since relationship building before doing business is particularly valued in high-context cultures (Adair & Brett, 2004 ), we expect a relational-rational sequence containing active listening behavior and rational arguments to be more effective when active listening behavior precedes rational arguments rather than the reverse, but more so for high-context culture suspects compared to lowcontext suspects (Hypothesis 2).
METHOD
Participants, Design, and Procedure
We used the same research paradigm as in Study 1. Participants in this study were 53 students (27 low context and 26 high context; 67.9% male; average age = 17.7 years) in lower vocational training, who participated for the possibility to win one of two iPods. The design was a 2 × 2 factorial design, with order (active listening behavior followed by rational arguments vs. rational arguments followed by active listening behavior) and participants' cultural background (high-context vs. low-context) as between-subjects factors. Dependent variables were again willingness to provide information, actual information provision, and suspects' admissions to the alleged theft. Procedures were similar to those of Study 1.
Independent Variables
Strategic sequences. Based on the same communicational statements as in Study 1, two sequences were constructed: relational-rational (i.e., active listening behavior followed by rational arguments) and rational-relational (i.e., rational arguments followed by active listening behavior).
Cultural background. Again, participants were classified as either low-context or highcontext. All participants who were classified as low-context (n = 27) were born in the Netherlands, except one who originated from Canada. Participants who were classified as high-context (n = 26) originated from a range of non-Western countries, including Afghanistan (n = 1), Brazil (n = 2), Dutch Antilles (n = 3), Iraq (n = 2), Morocco (n = 3), Sierra Leone (n = 1), Sri Lanka (n = 1), Syria (n = 5), and Turkey (8). The same low-or high-context scale was used as in Study 1 (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; Cronbach's α = .72; M = 4.82, SD = 0.76).
Dependent Variables
Dependent variables were similar to those of Study 1, including willingness to provide information (Cronbach's α = .85; M = 4.19, SD = 1.59), actual information provision (M = 1.68, SD = 0.67), and admissions (29 admissions were made; i.e., 54.7%, consisting of 13 lowcontext and 16 high-context participants).
RESULTS
Manipulation Check and Sampling Check
Similar to Study 1, the perceived credibility of the police officer was assessed in the postchat questionnaire by eight items derived from previous research (Corrigan & Schmidt, 1983 ; also see Ohanian, 1990) . Participants could indicate to what extent they agreed with four statements measuring expertise (1 = not very, 7 = very), for example, "To what extent did you think the police officer was experienced?" (Cronbach's α = .73; M = 5.37, SD = 1.03), and four items measuring trustworthiness, for example, "To what extent did you think the police officer was trustworthy?" (Cronbach's α = .85; M = 5.60, SD = 1.24). Again, high scores on credibility were found, and all participants reported believing that they were chatting "live" with a police officer. Taken together, these results support the validity of our research paradigm.
Our data provided support for our cultural categorization, as an independent samples t test revealed that participants who were classified as high-context indeed scored significantly higher on the "high-or low-context culture" scale than did participants who were classified as low-context (M hcc = 5.06, SD hcc = 0.64; M lcc = 4.58, SD lcc = 0.79), t(51) = -2.40, p = .02, one-tailed.
Test of Hypothesis
We predicted that active listening behavior would be more effective when it preceded, rather than followed, rational arguments, and that this would be particularly true for suspects originating from high-context cultures. First, our results showed, in line with our predictions, main effects across two of our dependent variables: willingness to provide information, F(1, 49) = 3.13, p = .08, η 2 = .06, and actual information provision, F(1, 49) = 9.36, p = .01, η 2 = .16. That is, suspects generally provided more information (M AL-RA = 1.93, SD = 0.62; M RA-AL = 1.42, SD = 0.64) and tended to be more willing to do so (M AL-RA = 4.56, SD = 1.64; M RA-AL = 3.81, SD = 1.49) when active listening behavior preceded (rather than followed) rational arguments. In addition to the main effect on actual information provision, an interaction-effect was found. Interestingly, and contrary to our expectations, type of sequence appeared to particularly influence the information provision of low-context suspects (M AL-RA = 2.14, SD = 0.66, M RA-AL = 1.15, SD = 0.38) rather than high-context suspects (M AL-RA = 1.69, SD = 0.48, M RA-AL = 1.69, SD = 0.75), F(1, 49) = 9.36, p < .01, η 2 = .16 (see Figure 2 ). This pattern of results was confirmed by a simple-effect analysis; that is, the predicted differential effect for type of sequence was significant for low-context, F(1, 49) = 19.07, p < .001, but not for high-context suspects, F(1, 49) = 0.00, ns.
Additional logistic regression analyses with admissions as dependent variable and type of culture (dummy coded), type of sequence (dummy coded), and their interaction as predictors did not yield any significant effects (see Table 2 ). However, the analysis did yield a marginal significant trend for the predicted interaction effect between type of culture and type of sequence, type of culture Wald(1) = 3.32, p = .07; type of sequence Wald(1) = 0.04, ns; type of culture × type of sequence Wald(1), = 2.70, p = .10. In line with our hypothesis, we found some preliminary support for our proposition that high-context culture participants were more prone to admit after exposure to the active listening-rational arguments sequence (84.6%), than to the rational arguments-active listening sequence (38.5%). In contrast, for low-context culture, type of sequence did not seem to affect admission rates (active listening-rational arguments sequence: 50.0%; rational arguments-active listening sequence: 46.2%). Additional chi-square analyses to probe the interaction revealed that the impact of type of sequence was significant for high-context suspects, χ 2 (1) = 5.85, p = .02, but not for low-context culture suspects, χ 2 (1) = 0.04, ns. No significant interaction effect was found for willingness to provide information. 
DISCUSSION
Study 2 provides evidence for our proposition that the effectiveness of an active listeningrational arguments sequence is dependent on order. That is, generally suspects were found to provide more information when active listening behavior preceded, rather than followed, rational arguments. A similar trend was found for their willingness to provide information. In addition, two significant interaction effects were found. First, the culture by sequence interaction was in the predicted direction for admissions. That is, particularly high-context suspects were more prone to admit when active listening behavior preceded rational arguments. Second, we found an interaction effect for providing information. Interestingly, however, it was in the opposite direction than expected: Particularly low-context rather than high-context suspects provided more information in response to an active listeningrational arguments sequence. In considering why active listening-rational arguments may lead high-context culture suspects to admit but low-context culture suspects to provide more information, we offer the following possible explanation.
Actual information provision was measured as the amount of information provided by suspects. In other words, our finding implies that low-context culture participants-literally-gave more information than high-context culture participants when active listening behavior preceded rational arguments. From this perspective there might be a logical explanation for this effect. That is, the assumption underlying rational arguments is that a lack of consistency is considered to make a statement less plausible and, hence, less truthful (Beune et al., 2009; Beune et al., 2010) . If a suspect cannot provide a logical explanation for inconsistent statements, this may evoke a feeling of cognitive pressure (cognitive dissonance ; Festinger, 1957) . As people from low-context cultures are particularly sensitive to the principle of (in) consistency (Cialdini, Wosinska, Barrett, Butner, & Gornik-Durose, 1999) , they may be more inclined to explain apparent contradictions than are people from high-context cultures. Based on the above reasoning, one would predict low-context suspects to tell more than high-context culture suspects when confronted with inconsistencies, or likewise, with behavior referring to this principle (e.g., rational arguments). Indeed, our results seem to provide some support for this notion.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
Lack of information constitutes a major barrier to the solution of many crimes (Williamson, 1994) . Therefore, the primary purpose of investigative interviews is to gather complete and reliable information (Bull & Milne, 2004; Milne & Bull, 1999 ) to obtain evidence (Baldwin, 1993) . To gather information, police investigators usually depend on the cooperation of suspects (Moston & Engelberg, 1993) . Therefore, it is important to identify interview skills that appeal to suspects to provide information and that establish and maintain cooperation (Bull & Soukara, 2010) . Previous research on social interactions has identified strategic sequences as an effective means of influencing a person's cooperation (e.g., Brodt & Tuchinsky, 2000; Olekalns & Smith, 2000 Olekalns & Weingart, 2008; Pietroni et al., 2008) . In two empirical studies we have tested the effect of strategic sequences in the police interview context. Since the effect of strategic sequences has been found to be dependent on context in which they are presented (Hilty & Carnevale, 1993) , and police interviews increasingly involve suspects with a different cultural background, we examined the effectiveness of strategic sequences in a cultural context. More specifically, we proposed that strategic sequences would be most effective when they "fit" the cultural background of a suspect.
Consistent with our reasoning, we found that suspects respond differently to strategic sequences as a function of cultural fit. Specifically, in Study 1, we demonstrated that lowcontext suspects admitted a mock theft more often and were more willing to provide information when confronted with a rational rather than a relational contrast sequence, whereas for high-context culture suspects this pattern seemed reversed. This is in line with research indicating that people from low-or high-context cultures are influenced by different principles; that is, rationality (low-context) and affect or maintaining harmonious relationships (high-context; Adair & Brett, 2004) . These findings extend existing work on perceptual contrast effects (Brodt & Tuchinsky, 2000; Hilty & Carnevale, 1993; Pietroni et al., 2008; Rafaeli & Sutton, 1991) by demonstrating that contrast effects are transferable to more rational, content-oriented behavior as well. Applying this notion to police interviews, strategic contrast sequences may provide police investigators with an effective means of increasing the impact of police interview strategies such as active listening behavior and rational arguments. However, our findings also suggest that the true impact of such a sequence is dependent on the fit with a suspect's cultural framework.
In Study 2, we argued and demonstrated that across cultures, a mixture of active listening behavior and rational arguments is most effective when active listening behavior precedes (rather than follows) rational arguments. Furthermore, we found the expected interaction effect on admissions; that is, the percentage of high-context culture suspects who admitted the mock theft was higher than the percentage of low-context culture suspects when active listening behavior preceded, rather than followed, rational arguments. However, we did not find, as predicted, that active listening followed by rational arguments would always be more effective for high-context than low-context culture suspects.
Our findings have several implications for theory and practice. First, the results add to a growing body of literature on strategic sequences, pointing at the importance of cultural fit in police interviews and in interactions in general. Previous research has predominantly focused on the effectiveness of single interview skills rather than a combination of these, mostly regardless of the cultural context in which interviews frequently take place. Several studies have documented that active listening behavior (e.g., Bull & Cherryman, 1996; Dando, Wilcock, Milne, & Henry, 2009; Holmberg & Christianson, 2002; Shepherd, 1991 Shepherd, , 1996 and strategic confrontation with evidence (Bull & Soukara, 2010; Hartwig, 2006; Hartwig et al., 2005; Hartwig et al., 2006) through rational arguments (Beune et al., 2009; Walton, 2003) are important elements of police interviews. The present study contributes to the existing literature by examining the combination of these frequently used behaviors and by contrasting them against more firm, intimidating behavior. In doing so, we demonstrated that the effectiveness of strategic sequences seems to depend on order and cultural fit. More practically, the notion of strategic sequences and cultural fit may help to improve the training of the interview skills of police officers.
Although our results suggest that firm behavior might be useful in combination with other influencing behavior by accentuating the characteristics of the following behavior, we would advise police officers to be careful using such behavior. First, the effect of intimidation is found to be highly dependent on the context in which it is presented (also see Beune et al., 2010) . Second, research on conflict management shows that firm behavior could easily be perceived as a personal attack or could evoke hostile counteraction, setting in motion an escalatory, destructive conflict spiral (Giebels & Euwema, 2006) . Third, when intimidating acts are perceived as inappropriate, this might undermine one's credibility (Heilman, 1974) . Thus, although firm behavior might sometimes be useful, for instance, to set the relational context in which an interview takes place (Sinaceur & Neale, 2005) , or even legitimate, for example, when a suspect is obviously not telling the truth (Walton, 2003) , it is advisable to restrict the use of such behavior to a minimum.
Like all studies, this one has limitations, and there are reasons for exercising some caution in generalizing our results. One might argue that our paradigm is hard to translate into police interview practice; for example, a simulated chat session is obviously quite different from being interviewed by a police officer in reality. For instance, it begs the question of whether suspects were aware of chatting with a computer rather than a living person, as this might have influenced our results. Although this is a legitimate question, we provide two reasons that make-at least in our opinion-this possibility seem unlikely. First, all participants perceived the credibility of the "police officer" as relatively high (greater than 5 on a 7-point Likert-type scale). One would not expect such high credibility rates if suspects were aware of the fact that they were chatting with a computer program. Moreover, when the experimenter asked them how they experienced the "virtual interview," participants' responses included "I think it is good for suspects to be interviewed via the Internet because it is less stressful" and "Virtual interviewing is not good because it is easy to lie to the police officer." Interestingly, however, none of the participants involved noticed that it was not a real interaction. Taken together, we believe that our data and observations provide reasonable support for the validity of our paradigm. Notwithstanding this face validity, however, the credibility of our conclusions will clearly benefit from replicating these findings in authentic police interviews.
Another issue is that a relatively high percentage of our suspects admitted the theft despite the short period of interaction. Although previous mock-theft research reported lower levels of admissions (Beune et al., 2009) , admissions rates of around 50% are not uncommon in practice (e.g., Pearse & Gudjonsson, 1996) . For instance, statistics in the Netherlands demonstrate that on average around 70% of police interviews result in full admissions, ranging from 40% (personal assault) to 70% (theft) or 80% (fraud; Jacobs, 2004) . From this perspective, it seems that our participants followed our instructions to "act as they would do in real life" fairly well. However, this begs the question of whether these findings are transferable to such short interaction sequences. One possibility may be that suspects decide whether they admit a crime at the outset of an interview (Baldwin, 1993) . However, if this were the case, one would expect the admissions to be consistent over the different strategic sequence conditions, which is contradicted by our results. This observation has the important implication that the influencing behavior of police officers can make a difference (King & Snook, 2009 ). In support of this notion, King and Snook (2009) found that interviews resulting in partial or full admissions (rather than denials) involved higher proportions of influencing behavior.
An alternative explanation for the relatively quick admissions by our participants may be found in the way the messages were presented. That is, in a chat session messages are presented in written form, whereas in an authentic setting the same messages are presented orally. As in live interactions, language does not proceed unidirectional from speaker to receiver (Perloff, 1993) ; the latter may be distracted by several contextual factors, such as speech speed (Giles & Street, 1985) or speech style (Giles & Smith, 1979) . Arguably, written messages cause less distraction, which might increase their impact. Applying this notion to the current study, it could be the case that presenting the evidence in written form (rather than orally) may have caused the suspects to perceive the evidence as relatively strong. As this has been found to be a powerful indicator of suspects' tendency to admit an alleged crime (Baldwin, 1993; Moston & Engelberg, 1993) , it may explain the relatively high admission rate in the current study. As our virtual interview appears to have this beneficial side effect, it is an interesting avenue for future research to consider more systematically whether virtual interviewing (including webcam recordings) is worth putting into practice. Another potential benefit is, for instance, that suspects can put their own statementin their own words-onto paper, minimizing possible errors (e.g., when police officers translate the suspect's verbal statement into a written account). An additional advantage is that everything that is said will be recorded (i.e., there are no possibilities to switch off the chat session at crucial moments; cf. Moston & Stephenson, 1993) . Questions that remain to be answered include the feasibility of chatting with suspects and the impact on suspects in terms of cooperation and truth telling.
Finally, it is a fact that participants in our study were confronted with only a short strategic sequence, rather than experiencing a complete police interview. Although this might suggest that our results are particularly representative of the start of police interviews, our results are consistent with research that examined strategic behavior in full interactions (Brodt & Tuchinsky, 2000) . In addition, research suggests that different strategic sequences may be appropriate at different times (Adair & Brett, 2005; Olekalns & Smith, 2000; Olekalns, Smith, & Walsh, 1996) . Future work might consider what their joint effect on interview outcomes will be and if these sequences can be aggregated into phases of strategic activity (Olekalns & Weingart, 2008) . Most importantly, however, this study suggests that strategic sequences and cultural fit as predictors of interview effectiveness ought to receive greater attention than has been the case to date.
NOTES
1. All statements are based on typical examples of each behavioral category observed in authentic and simulated police interviews (Beune, Giebels, & Sanders, 2009; Beune, Giebels, & Taylor, 2010) . Because of translation, the number of words per question differs slightly; in Dutch, all questions contain exactly 30 words.
2. We assumed that self-reported information provision is more likely to reflect suspects' willingness to provide information than an accurate assessment of the actual amount of provided information. Hence, we labeled this variable willingness to provide information.
